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U.S. EXPANDS FRAUD AND CORRUPTI ON CHARGES
| N NEW | NDI CTVENT AGAI NST STONY PO NT TOM SUPERVI SOR

JAMES B. COMEY, the United States Attorney for the
Southern District of New York and KEVIN P. DONOVAN, the Assistant
Director I n Charge, Federal Bureau of Investigation announced today
that a federal grand jury in Wite Plains returned a superseding
seven-count | ndictnment, addi ng newfraud charges to the bribery and
enbezzl enent charges al ready pendi ng agai nst STEVEN M HURLEY, the
Town Supervisor of Stony Point, New YorKk.

The superseding Indictnment also accuses a second
def endant, ABRAHAM GOLDBERCGER, a real estate devel oper who had
various projects in Stony Point, of joining HURLEY in conspiracies
to commt bank fraud and to engage in a fraud schene to deprive the
residents of Stony Point of the honest services of their elected
Town Supervi sor.

Accordi ng to the superseding Indictnment, HURLEY has used
his position to enrich hinself through various schenes since 1999.

It is alleged that on several occasions, HURLEY received paynents



from GOLDBERGER — sonetines taking delivery while sitting in his
parked car outside Town Hall, once taking a $1000 paynent that was
di sguised as a canpaign contribution, and once schemng wth
GOLDBERGER to have $4785 in Town funds paid on the basis of a
f raudul ent voucher.

In connection with that |ast paynent, the Indictnent
charges that, in Decenber 2000, GOLDBERGER created a phony bill
falsely indicating that work — specifically, the boarding up of
bui |l di ngs at Letchworth Village in Stony Point — had been perforned
for the Town by a contractor (referred to in the Indictnment as
Contractor No. 2). GOLDBERCGER is then alleged to have caused a
Town voucher to be created based on the bill, and to have had t hat
voucher sent to HURLEY. After the Town issued a check payable to
Contractor No. 2, the Indictnment charges that GOLDBERGER
fraudulently endorsed it and deposited it in a bank account he
controlled. Shortly thereafter, it is alleged that HURLEY cane to
GOLDBERGER s office in Nanuet, New York, where HURLEY received an
envel ope containing a cash pay-off.

The superseding Indictnment alleges that Contractor No. 2
never actually perforned the work. Neverthel ess, according to the
charges filed today, in 2003, after he learned that an
i nvestigation of HURLEY was under way, GOLDBERGER attenpted to
persuade Contractor 2 to lie to governnent agents by telling them

that he (Contractor 2) had performed the work described in the
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phony bill and voucher.

The superseding Indictnent also charges HURLEY with
defrauding his election canpaign in 1999. It is alleged that
HURLEY caused a check, drawn on the canpai gn funds maintained in
the “Friends of Steven Hurley” account, to be signed by a canpaign
officer with the spaces for the check anmpbunt and the payee |eft
bl ank. HURLEY then all egedly caused the check to be made payabl e
to the Bank of New York, in the anpbunt of $1569. 35, which sum was
used to purchase two noney orders. The Indictnment further charges
t hat t hose noney orders were sent to an establishnent called Pirate
Land in South Carolina, where HURLEY | ater took a famly vacati on.

Subsequently, according to the supersedi ng |Indictnent,
HURLEY directed a canpaign officer to falsify the forns submtted
to the Rockland County Board of Elections, and to alter other
canpaign records in order to conceal the fact that he had used
canpai gn funds for a personal pleasure trip.

The new charges in the superseding I ndictnent suppl ement
those contained in the original Indictnent, which the grand jury
returned on March 4, 2003 —shortly after HURLEY's February 10,
2003, arrest. Those charges related to a fraud schene ari sing out
of the Town’s multimllion-dollar devel opnent of a golf course.
The initial charges, which remain part of the superseding
I ndi ctnent, allege that a contractor (identified in the superseding

I ndi ctment as Contractor No. 3) was owed nore than $240,000 for
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work on the golf course and other related itenms, including a road
adjacent to the golf course, for which the contractor had nmade
several unsuccessful efforts to be paid.

The I ndictnent charges that, on February 6, 2003, HURLEY
invited Contractor No. 3 to HURLEY's Town Hall office and proposed
a schene which called for the contractor to submt three bills
rather than two for work that had actually been conpleted on the
golf course and an adjacent road. The third bill was to be a
double-billing (for approxinmately $8,500 of work on the road that
woul d al ready have been accounted for in the second bill, which
i ncluded the same work), and was ostensibly to be for paynent to
Contractor No. 3 personally, rather than to Contractor No. 3's
conpany. In reality, it is alleged, HURLEY instructed Contractor
No. 3 to cash the check issued for this third bill and return the
cash to HURLEY.

The I ndictnment charges that Contractor No. 3, pursuant to
HURLEY's instructions, met HURLEY in the early afternoon of
February 10 at a location in Town away from HURLEY' s Town Hal
of fice. There, it is alleged that Contractor No. 3 paid HURLEY
$8,574.86 in cash. According to the Indictnment, HURLEY had the
cash in his car when he was approached by | aw enforcenent agents
shortly afterwards.

The superseding |Indictnment charges both HURLEY and

GOLDBERGER in Count One with conspiring to deprive the people of
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Stony Point of their right to the honest services of their elected
Town Supervisor. Counts Two and Three charge both defendants with
conspiring, and committing, bank fraud in connection with the $4785
Town check issued on the basis of the afore-described fraudul ent
voucher. Counts Four and Five charge HURLEY al one, in connection
with the golf course transaction, with soliciting and accepting a
bribe (Count Four), and wth enbezzlenent and intentionally
m sapplying Town funds (Count Five). Count Six charges HURLEY
alone with mail fraud in connection with the alleged schenme to
defraud his election canpaign. Count Seven charges GOLDBERGER
al one with obstructing justice by attenpting to persuade a w tness
to lie regarding the alleged bank fraud schene.

| f convicted, HURLEY faces a maxi num 65 years in prison
and fines intothe mllions of dollars. GOLDBERGER faces a nmaxi mum
of 50 years in prison and simlar fines.

The case is assigned to United States District Judge

BARBARA S. JONES. There is, as yet, no arraignnent date set for
HURLEY and GOLDBERGER on the superseding |ndictnent.

M. COVEY praised the cooperative efforts of the FBI and
the Ofice of Rockland County District Attorney MCHAEL E
BONG ORNO. M. COWEY added that the corruption investigation is

cont i nui ng.



ANDREW C. McCARTHY, the Chief Assistant United States
Attorney for the Waite Plains Division, and Assistant United States
Attorney STEPHEN J. RITCHI N are in charge of the prosecution.

The charges in the Indictnent are nerely accusations, and

the defendants are presuned innocent until and unless proven
guilty.
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